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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Ex. Daniel Felten replacing Ex. James Alpert in the examination of the case. 

2. Receipt for the Request for Continued Examination ("RCE") filed February 28, 2007 is 
acknowledged. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed February 28, 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The rejections are maintained because of the following 35 USC 112, 2 nd para 
issues below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 1-16 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The subject matter of a properly construed claim is defined 
by terms that limit its scope. It is this subject matter that must be examined. As a general matter, 
the grammer and intended meaning of terms used in the claim will dictate whether the claim 
language limits the claim scope. Language that suggest or makes optional but does not require 
steps to be performed or does not limit a claim to a particular structure does not limit the scope 
of the claim or claim limitation. Thus, "wherein the global debt service is further based upon 
individual debt service information and corporate global debt service information, including 
credit policy and credit risk, 5 includes a "wherein" clause that raises a question as to the limiting 
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effect of the language in the claim (including amendments after the "wherein" claim 
language)[see MPEP 2106 & 21 1 1 .04] 

-claim 2 and 4 remain rejected, [see reasoning in Office Actions provided January 30, 

2006 & April 27, 2005 respectively. 
6. Claim 2 recites the limitation "its" in the claim language. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of 35 U.S.C. §103, which is not included in this action, can be found in a prior Office 
action. Claims 1-16,30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sweeney, 
U.S. Patent Application Publication #20030065614 in view of Schnall, U.S. Patent Application 
Publication #200201 16323. 

Regarding Claiml, Sweeney teaches a method comprising: 
consolidating financial information from at least one of a borrower, a guarantor and a property 
into a central database; (Page 3, Paras. 37-40) 

calculating financial cash flow for at least one of the guarantor, the borrower and the property 
(Page 1, Para. 4) 

Before a full discussion occurs of Applicant's arguments, the examiner would like to observe that 
when the term "credit decision information" or "credit information" is used, the examiner 
interprets this to include obvious factors such as how much money is requested, how much debt 
the entity currently has, how much income or cash flow occurs currently, as well as how 
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responsible the entity has been in the past with the entity currently has, how much income or 
cash flow occurs currently, as well as how responsible the entity has been in the past with 
previous obligations. These are fairly obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, and even perhaps 
to those unskilled in the art: anyone who has ever sought to obtain a loan is aware of the above 
factors. 

Applicant has argued that Sweeney is distinguishable over the current application because 
Sweeny does not teach consolidation of disparate types of information and consolidated 
decisioning. The examiner disagrees. Initially, the first limitation of Claim 1 specifically refers to 
consolidation of financial information from "one of three entities. To this end, Sweeney need 
not necessarily show any consolidation in that if financial information is provided by only one of 
the three entities, no consolidation will occur. 

The examiner would then observe that the cited passages of Sweeney demonstrate at least the 
following: 

1. Providing business identification information. 2.Providing business credit information 
3.Providing information regarding sources and uses of loans. 4.Providing cash flow information. 
While it is unclear exactly what type of financial information is contemplated under claim 1, the 
examiner is sure that any reasonable interpretation would include the above. Applicant is 
reminded that claims may be given the broadest reasonable interpretation. See In re Hyatt, 21 1 
F.3d 1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Further, Sweeney discloses that 
collateral, business experience, and most importantly cash flow are underwriting considerations 
for any business loan (Para. 4). 

Without delving into whether the claims actually require consolidation of information from more 
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than one entity, Sweeney affirmative discloses this aspect of applicant's invention. In addition to 
business credit information being collected, personal information is collected as well by 
individuals supporting the business application. In addition to (Paras. 37-40), see (Para. 59) and 
(Page 5, Table 1), which specifically discloses involving personal credit factors in addition to 
business factors into a consolidated credit decision. 

It is clear that that Sweeney is involved in an automated underwriting decision based on 
information gathered from an entity based on cash flow (as well as other) considerations. It is 
clear that Sweeney also attempts to integrate these considerations among the business entity as 
well as the personal entities comprising the business. Sweeney anticipates the first two 
limitations of claim 1. 

The remaining limitation of claim 1 comprises: 

unifying individual and corporate financial wealth, which is based upon the step of calculating 
financial cash flow, to determine global debt service, wherein the global debt service is further 
based upon individual global debt service information and corporate global debt service 
information. 

Initially, the applicant would point out that the ordinary meaning of "debt service" in simply the 
amount of cash required to meet current interest and principal payments. Applicant appears to 
intend (at least by considering the dependent claims) that this term is more of a "cash in-cash 
out" calculation. In either case, Sweeney teaches this type of consideration, albeit in the form of 
a matrix. Sweeney does not appear to expressly disclose an analysis that is based on added 
values. The examiner has cited the Schnall reference to establish this, and at (Para. 18) the 
reference recites: 
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"...credit information associated with a secondary part 113 may be analyzed to assist in 

approving the loan. Secondary party can be a person, an organization such as corporation or 

partnership. Or any other entity capable of assisting party 106 qualify for a loan... 

One interpretation of the above cited paragraph is that among other things, Schnall seeks to 

consolidate information of both business and personal entities in order to determine loan 

eligibility, including total debt and total income. As such, a combination of the reference would 

teach Applicant's invention substantially as claimed. Further, the motivation to modify references 

is unchallenged by applicants, and is within the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 

skill in the art: considering the most accurate credit picture available, which stems from 

consolidation of corporate and personal financial health of both entities, will result in lower 

default and better credit decisions. The rejection of Claim 1 under §103 is maintained. 

Claims 2-16 similarly remain rejected as detailed below: 

With regard to Claim 2, Sweeney teaches a method further comprising: 

determining whether a loans to one borrower threshold is met; 

(Page 3, Para. 39) 

enabling a financial institution to regulate its credit policy and credit risk in relation to accepted 

regulations; and (Page 2, Para.. 28) 

enabling the financial institution to identify demographics. 

(Page l,Para. 15) 

With regard to Claim 3, Sweeney teaches a method wherein: 
the borrower threshold is a minimum dollar amount. 
(Page 3, Para. 39) 
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With regard to Claim 4, Sweeney teaches a method wherein: 

the currently accepted regulations are at least one of governmental and banking regulations. 
(Page 2, Para. 28) 

With regard to Claim 5, Sweeney teaches a method wherein: 

the demographics include at least one of an industry type and an industry sector. (Page 2, Para. 
28) 

With regard to Claim 6, Sweeney teaches a method wherein: 

unifying includes determining at least one of the number of borrowers and guarantors; (Page 3, 
Paras. 37-39) 

obtaining individual financial information; 
(Page 5, Table 1, "Personal Credit History") 
obtaining individual global debt service information; 
(Page 5, Table 1, "Personal Credit History") 
Sweeney does not specifically disclose: 

generating an individual global debt service report; and generating an individual financial report, 
in that Sweeney teaches a "matrix", e.g. report, that considers both personal and corporate 
indicators. However, Schnall teaches making a debt report on an individual at (Page 3, Para. 32). 
It would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to combine the teachings 
of Sweeney relating to collecting and consolidating borrower information with the teachings of 
Schnall, relating to forming a debt report on the individual. The motivation for such a 
combination is to present data in a compact, easy-to-use manner, as pointed out in Schnall at 
(Page 1, Para. 7) where it discusses the benefits of knowing the status of administered loans. 
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With regard to Claim 7, Sweeney teaches a method wherein unifying further comprises: 

obtaining corporate financial information; and 

(Page 2,-Para. 34 - Page 3, Para 35) 

spreading and calculating corporate financial reports. 

(Page 3, Para. 42) 

With regard to Claim 8, Sweeny teaches a method further comprising: 

obtaining a corporate global debt service information; 

(Page 2, Para. 34 - Page 3, Para 35) 

and generating a corporate global debt service report. 

(Page 3, Para. 42) 

With regard to Claim 9, Sweeny does not expressly teach a method wherein: 

the individual global debt service report includes at least one of asset information and a ratio 

between income and expenses. 

However, Schnall teaches making a debt report including asset information of an individual and 
a ration in terms of a credit report at (Page 2, Para. 17). It would have been obvious at the time 
applicant's invention was made to combine the teachings of Sweeney relating to creating a debt 
service report in the form of a credit analysis with the teachings of Schnall, relating to including 
asset information and other financial data relating to the applicant for credit. The motivation for 
such a combination is to present data in a compact, easy-to-use manner, as pointed out in Schnall 
at (Page 1, Para. 7) where it discusses the benefits of knowing the status of administered loans. 
With regard to Claim 10, Sweeny does not expressly teach a method wherein: 
the individual financial report includes at least one of a credit report, asset and liability 
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information and tax information. 

However, Schnall teaches making a debt report including asset information of an individual and 
a ration in terms of a credit report at (Page 2, Para. 17). It would have been obvious at the time 
applicants invention was made to combine the teachings of Sweeney relating to creating a debt 
service report in the form of a credit analysis with the teachings of Schnall, relating to including 
asset information aiid other financial data relating to the applicant for credit. The motivation for 
such a combination is to present data in a compact, easy-to-use manner, as pointed out in Schnall 
at (Page 1, Para. 7) where it discusses the benefits of knowing the status of administered loans. 
With regard to Claim 11, Sweeny teaches the method wherein: 

the corporate financial information includes at least one of current assets, liabilities and credit 
information. (Page 5, Table 1) 

With regard to Claim 12, Sweeny teaches the method wherein: 

the corporate financial reports include at least one of current asset information, non-current asset 
information; general liability information, net worth information, income, expenses and 
adjustments to earnings. (Page 3, Para. 42, Page 5, Table 1) 

With regard to Claims 13-16, Sweeny does not specifically detail each of the "formulas' 1 that are 
claimed for calculating cash flow, individual global debt service, and corporate global debt 
service. However, these specific formulai are standard accounting techniques and as such, are old 
and well known in the art. For any of Claims 13-16, it would have been obvious to incorporate 
these known practices into a method reflecting a Sweeny-Schnall combination that teaches a loan 
application evaluation and report based upon both individual and corporate cash flow and debt 
service. The motivation for such an incorporation is stated in Sweeney at (Page 1, Para. 14) 
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where it discusses the importance of standardizing business practices, eg credit-granting 
decisions, which would occur using established accounting practices. 
With regard to Claim 30, Sweeny teaches the method wherein 

the consolidating, calculating and unifying steps are based upon information received from a 
score based decisioning engine, a non-score based decisioning engine and a commercial and real 

estate decisioning engine. (Para. 59; Page 5, Table 1) . 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel S. Felten whose telephone number is (571) 272-6742. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Flex. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Kramer can be reached on (571) 272-6783. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/616,300 
Art Unit: 3693 



Page 1 1 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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